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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the Office Action mailed 8/2 1/07, Applicants have submitted an 
Amendment, filed 1/22/08, amending claims 7 and 12, without adding new matter, and 
arguing to traverse claim rejections. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 7 has been amended and this change is acceptable. Applicant's argument, see 
Remarks filed 1/22/08, p. 6, 11. 9-19, with respect to claim 7 has been fully considered and is 
persuasive. Thus, the objections have been withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 1/22/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants argue that Reding fails to teach or suggests the claimed arrangement 
wherein a voice print generator receives a first specification designating a first set of data 
(Remarks, p. 7). However, as indicated in the previous Office Action (dated 8/21/07), Reding 
teaches on page 5, Tf 59, that his recordings contain speech information which can be 
transmitted via the Internet for use in model training. The examiner also contends that even 
though speech data 410 is itself a set of data which can be used in model training and/or 
speech recognition operations, it still reads on being a first specification for designating a first 
set of data to be used in producing a first voiceprint. 
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Applicants submit that Reding teaches away from the limitations of claim 2 wherein 
the voice print generator receives a first specification including a designation of the specific 
speech engine to be used in producing said first voice print (Remarks, p. 8). Applicants 
submit that Reding instead teaches a technique wherein new speech recognition engine 
software may be transmitted from a centralized speech processing facility along with updated 
models. However, the examiner contends that this still reads on the limitations recited in 
claim 2, above. Reding teaches in paragraph 25, "upgrading speech recognition models and 
the speech recognition engine used therein,"; the "updated models are returned to the speech 
recognition systems along with, in some cases, new speech recognition engine software," 
which teaches using a particular application or specific speech engine. 

In response to applicant's argument that Saylor is nonanalogous art, it has been held 
that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in 
order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 
977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Reding shares recognition 
data over the Internet to improve or reduce computation and storage among multiple systems 
which is a similar goal of Saylor, as indicated in the previous Office Action (dated 8/21/07). 
Thus, the rejections in view of Reding et al. and Saylor et al. are maintained and repeated, 
below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5-7 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reding et al. (hereinafter Reding), US Patent App. Pub. 2002/0065656. 

Regarding claim 1 , Reding suggests a system for generating voiceprints (his speech 
recognition models ; Abstract), comprising: a first specification for designating a first set of 
data to be used in producing a first voiceprint (see Fig. 4, item 410, speech data ); and stored 
voice recordings annotated with metadata describing characteristics associated with said 
stored voice recordings (see Fig. 4, item 414, digital speech recording ; ^ 59, "Speech data 410 
includes extracted feature information 412, e.g., feature vectors, and digital recordings of 
speech 414). 

Reding suggests, a voice print generator for receiving said first specification and using 
said first set of data to retrieve selected voice recordings from said stored voice recordings, 
and further for generating said first voiceprint using said selected voice recordings (see Fig. 4, 
item 406, speaker dependent SRMS ; ]f 58). Reding does not explicitly use the term "voice 
print generator." However, he teaches the use of speaker dependent speech recognition 
models (p. 5, \ 58 and Fig. 4, item 406). Page 5, \ 59, also teaches that his recordings contain 
speech information which can be transmitted via the Internet for use in model training . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use the speech related data he has stored to generate speaker 
dependent models because he teaches it is useful to allow sharing of such information 
between computers over the Internet (p. 5, H 59). 

The limitations of claims 5 and 10 are the same as or similar to those of claim 1 , 
rejected above, and thus are rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding claim 2 , Reding teaches wherein said first specification includes a 
designation of the specific speech engine to be used in producing said first voiceprint, and 
further wherein said voice print generator creates said first voiceprint using said specific 
speech engine (p. 3, U 25, updated models are returned to the speech recognition systems 
along with, in some cases, new speech recognition engine software teaches using a particular 
application or specific speech engine). 

The limitations of claims 6 and 1 1 are the same as or similar to those of claim 2, 
rejected above, and thus are rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding claim 3 , Reding teaches wherein said first specification is provided by a 
first application coupled to said system, said first application requesting said first voiceprint 
(using a particular application or a particular request is taught by Reding on p. 10, If 120, 
which teaches the case of a speaker dependent speech recognition model type. . . , If 122 which 
teaches the model store includes separate sets of models for individual users and If 125 which 
teaches systems which use speech recognition models can periodically request, from the 
speech processing facility 18, speech recognition model updates via the Internet ). Thus, 
Reding teaches that his system may serve a variety of applications based upon user requests. 
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As noted above, "specific voiceprints requested by said applications" (claim 5) is suggested 
by Reding in 120 which further teaches that |Y]he generated speech recognition model will 
be of the type specified by the received information . 

The limitations of claims 7 and 12 are the same as or similar to those of claim 3, 
rejected above, and thus are rejected for the same reasons. 

6. Claims 4, 8, 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reding et al. in view of Savior et al. (hereinafter Saylor), US Patent 6,501,832. 

Regarding claim 4 , Reding does not explicitly teach the use of "additional metadata" 
as claimed. However, Saylor teaches that it is old and well known to include metadata to 
describe necessary database content for particular applications when recognition data is 
shared over the Internet (col. 14, 11. 55-63). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further improve Reding because 
Reding shares recognition data over the Internet to improve or reduce computation and 
storage among multiple systems, which is a similar goal of Saylor. Therefore, Reding in view 
of Saylor teaches wherein said first application collects current voice recordings from a first 
application user and annotates said current voice recordings with additional metadata, and 
further wherein said first application provides said current voice recordings and said 
additional metadata to said system for storage and subsequent use (see also rejection of claims 
1, 5 and 10, above). 

The limitations of claims 8, 9 and 13 are the same as or similar to those of claim 4, 
rejected above, and thus are rejected for the same reasons. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eunice Ng whose telephone number is 571-272-2854. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on 571-272-7843. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
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about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 
571-272-1000. 

IE. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



/David R Hudspeth/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



